203-
On an estimate of siques, comme par exemple à (~(n)/n)r, (03C3(n)/n)r et (03C3(n)/~(n))r pour chaque valeur réelle de r, ou encore à 03C3(r) (n), la somme des diviseurs exponentiels d de n tels que p03B1 d si p203B1~n et 03B1 &#x3E; 1. ABSTRACT. The technique developed by A. Walfisz in order to prove (in 1962) the estimate H(x) (log x)2/3 (log log x)4/3 for the error term H(x) = 6 03C02x related to the Euler function is extended. Moreover, the argument is simplified by exploiting works of A.I. Saltykov and of A.A. Karatsuba. It is noted in passing that the proof proposed by Saltykov in 1960 of H(x) (log x)2/3 (log log x)1+~ is erroneous and once corrected "only" yields Walfisz' result. The generalizations obtained can be applied to error terms related to various classical -and less classical -arithmetical functions, as for instance to (~(n)/n)r, (03C3(n)/n)r and (03C3(n)/~(n))r for every real value of r, and also to 03C3(r)(n), the sum of the exponential divisors d of n with p03B1 d if p203B1~n and 03B1 &#x3E; 1. where denotes Riemann zeta function and f is some "innocuous" factor.
For instance 0(n)/n is such an arithmetical function. For the related error term I generalize Walfisz' estimate (1) ((1~, Theorem 2). I must admit that I have known the existence of Saltykov's paper [7] for quite a time, but that, because it is in Russian I repeatedly postponed the task of reading it, and because of its bad reputation I never referred to it in my papers. So [1] .
Also, there is a mistake in [1] . Hypothesis [1] i.e. to the error terms of the summatory functions of (a(n)/n)O and (Q(n)/~(n))a~2. Indeed Theorem 1 below provides the required estimate when the function v satisfies hypothesis (hl) below instead of (hl) in [1] . And Walfisz' proof of (1) in [11] . I then chose this solution mainly because of space (our paper [1] is rather long), and this was justifiable by the availability of (11~, although sometimes on the verge of inadequacy. In the present work I don't only exploit Walfisz' ideas, but also Saltykov' [7] is not so easy to find, and in addition already heavily refers to Walfisz' proof -in an earlier version [10] providing a weaker estimate than ( 1 ) . So [11] and [7] . I however think that a self contained proof is this time definitely required.
As I said, Korobov This implies with (7), (6) and Lemma 2 that (for 0 h ho) Now with (4), (5) Proof. We apply twice Assertion 2: with x = z, N = Q, and with x = z, N = Q'. We obtain so that Assertion 1 is satisfied and the lemma is proved.
We reduce Assertion 2 to Assertion 3. 
